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REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 2 have been amended to remove parentheses in response to^ the claim 
objection. Withdrawal is respectfully requested. 

Review and reconsideration on flie merits are requested. 

Claims 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S;C. §1 G3(a) as being unpatentable over 0;S. Patent 
6,512,063 to T^ang in view UJS. 2003/0068346 to Bekele et al as evidenced by U.S. Patent 
6,767,882 to Jagannath et al and 0.S. Patent 6,521,730 to Rabon et al. 

Tang was cited as disclosing a process for preparing a Huoropol j^er, which comprises 
carrying out polymerization of a fluorolefin in the presence of a linear hydrocarbon surfactant. 
The Examiner relied on Bekele et al as teaching secondary alkane sulfonates in paragraph 
:[O102], In ^s regard, the Examiner considered Tang and Bekele et al to be analogous art 
because tiiey are said to both be concerned with the same technical difficulty, namely, sulfonate 
suifactaiits. 

The reason for rejection was that it would have been obvious to substitute "a secondary 
carbonyl group of Bekele et al with the linear cafhonyl group of a sulfonate of Tang." 
Motivation for making the proposed modification is said to be found in Jagannath et al which is 
said to suggest use of a surfactant with higher hydroiihQbicity (citing col, 8, ilines 8-21) and 
■because hydrophobic fluoromonomers are capable of being dissolved as evidenced by Pabon et 
al (citing col. 2, lines 10-14). 

Applicants traverse, and respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider in view of the 
comparative test data presented in the specification and the following remarks. 

There is no disclosinre or even mention in Tang of the use of a branched surfactant, let 
alone one having a specific structural formula represented by formula (1) of present claim 1. 
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Namely, as admitted by the Examiner, Tang does not disclose a branched surfactant, and 
disclosure is luriited only to a linear surfactant. 

Paragraph [0102] of Bekele et al discloses anionic surfactants including secondary alkane 
^v^fomtes foT use as m aniomc-h^ cosmetic compositions. That is, Bekele et 

al relates to a cosmetic cornposition having a specific structure, within a technological field that 
is entirely diSerent fi;om that of 5the p^srat invention. It is apparent that the coniposition of 
Bekele et al is rem^kaWy different from the fluoropoljtoer composition of the present invention. 
Further, there is no disclosure or even suggestion of "fluoropolymer composition" in Bekele et 
al. Therefore, the present Applicants cannot find any motivation for combining Tang with 
Bekele et : al in order to obtain the present invention. 

More particdarly, the Exanriner proposes to substitute the linear hydrocarbon surfactant 
of Tang with a secondary alkane sulfonate of Bekele et al. This is similar to tiie previous 
rejection over Tang et al in view of U.S. Patent 6,395,701 to Connor et al, reversed by the pre- 
appeal Ihoard, where the !:Bxaminer considered ithat it would have been obvious to substitute the 
Imear surfactant of Tang et al with tiie branched surfactant of Coimor et al relating to various 
consumer products. 

In more detail, Bekele et al relates to cosmetic compositions that comprise a safe and 
effective amount of a bonding agent comprising a trans structure. The cosmetic of Bekele et al 
may contain a secondary alkane sulfonate as a latheriiig agent. However, there is no disclosure 
in Bekele et al of carrying out polymerization in the presence of the latiiering agent disclosed 
therein, let alone a process for preparing a fluoropolymer. 

The Examiner considered that Tang and Bekele et al are analogous art because they are 
said to be concerned with the same technical difficulty, namely, sulfonate surfactants. 
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Applicants respectfolly disagree. Tang and Bekele et ai are clearly in different fields of art, Tang 
being concerned with a process for producing fluoroelastomers whereas Bekele et al relates to 
cosmetic compositions. Further, Tang is concerned mth using a hydrocarbon sulfonate anionic 
siJrfactMt to manufacture highly flu^^^^ fluoroelastomers, whereas Bekele et al is . concerned 
vvdlh employing a secondary lalfcguie sulfonate as a lathering surfactant having nothing to do with 
the manufacture of fluoroelastomers, let alone highly fluorinated fluoroelastomers. Therefore, 
Tang and Bekele et al do not deal with ^he same problem, because they employ sulfonate 
surfactants for entirely different purposes. 

With respect to motivation for combining Tang with Bekele et a;l, the Examiner cited 
Jagannath et al and Pabon et al. However, these references provide no more than a general 
description of hydrophdbicity of a surfactant, and ithus could never be a source motivating the 
combination of Tang with Bekele et al by any reasonable measure. 

In more detail, lagannatii et al concerns a process for producing coated detergent particles 
having nothing to do with polymerization in the presence of a surfactant and having nothing to 
do with cosmetics. Rather, Jagannath et al teaches coating detergent granules with a hydrotrope 
(i.e., a compound that solubilizes hydrophobic coinpounds in aqueous solution) so as to impart a 
brighter and/or whiter appearance than current detergent particles (col. 7, lines 35-37). There is 
no cGimection between Jagannath et al and either of Tang and Bekele et al. 

Pabon et al relates to the use of surfactants for dissolving hydrophobic fluoromonomers 
inside micelles for synthesis of hydrophylic fluorocopblyrners. There is no connection between 
Pabon et al and either of Tang and Bekele et ai. 

For the above reasons alone, it is respectfully submitted that the present claims are 
patentable over the cited prior art. Applicants further comment on patentability of the present 
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claims in reference to the test data presented in the specification. More iparticularly. Applicants 
explain the excellent resist of the present invention as conipared with tiie case of using a, linear 
surfectant in reference to the results shown in Fig. 1 of the specification as follows. 

As despribed at ^age 3 4n the BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF J^RAWING and at page 10, 
lines 18 to 26 of ^e present specification, the results obtained in Examples 1 to 8 and 
Comparative Examples 1 to 13 are jilotted in Fig. 1. In the present invention, at first, 
polymerization for ipreparing seed particles and then seed polymerization is conducted after 
diluting with water. 

deferring to the resiits shown in Fig. 1 , for in^ance, in a case of using a linear 
surfactant, it is necessary to conduct the first step polymerization using the surfactant in an 
amount of 10000 ppm in order to obtain a particle numtoer level of (lE+l 5), i.e. 10 x lO^ ^and to 
then conduct seed polymerization by diluting the resultant to 400 ppm surfactant. 

On the other hand, m the present invention, the first step using a branched surfactant in 
an amount of only 1000 ppm can be conducted (i.e., a ten^fold less amount), and then the seed 
polymerization can be conducted after diluting to 100 ppm, whereby a particle number of the 
same level, (l E+1 5),.i.e., 10x10^^ can be aftained. 

In conclusion, use of the specific branched surfactant of the present invention shows the 
excellent result of "attairiing large nuniber of particles" by using a much smaller amount of 
surfactant as compared with flie case using a linear surfactant, as also described on page 33, 
lines 7-1 7 of the present specification: 
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As is known from Figure 1 , ithe number of particles can be significantly 
increased by only adding a small amount of surfactant by conducting 
polymerization in the presence of a suifactant represiKited by the formula (1). 

In ExMiples 1, 5 and 6, the concentration of a surfactant was 100 ppm, 
and in Examples 5 and 6, the number of particles was at least l.OxlO'^, on the 
other hand, in Example 1 in whichgeneral polymerization was carried out, the 
nurriber of pailiicles was 2x1 0^^, which shows tiiat the nundber of parficles 
significantly mcreases by carrying out seed polymerization even :if ^the surfactant 
conGeritration is equdvalerit. 
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FIG. 1 

o: Example (general polynier ization) 

a.: Example (seed polyioerization) 

• : Comparative :Example (general ..polynerization) 

■ : Compariative iExanipl e (seed polyneriizat ioh) 
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The aboveTnoted results are unexpectecUy superior by any measurement to the cited prior 



Withdrawal of the foregoing rej ection and allowance of claims 1-5 is earnestly solicited. 

In the event that the Examiner ibelieves that it may he helpful to advance the prosecution 
of this application, the Examiner is invited to contact the omdersigned at the local Washington, 
D.C. telephone number indicated below. 
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The USPTG is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and Ae PubliGation Ee^, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said 'Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC Abraham J. Rosner 

Telephone: (202) 293-7060 Registration No. 33,276 

Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTQMER:NUMB£R 

©ate: Jaauoy 5, 2009 
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